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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECCRD OF DECI SI ON
Site Nane and Location

General Tire/ Rubber Landfill
One Ceneral Street
Mayfi el d, Kentucky 42066

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

This Record of Decision presents the selected renedial action for the General Tire Landfill
site, located in Mayfield, Gaves County, Kentucky. The renedial action selected conforns with
the requirenents of the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA),
and the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision
docunent is based on the information contained in the General Tire Landfill Admnistrative
Record.

EPA has determned that its response at this site is conplete. Therefore, the site now qualifies
for inclusion on the Construction Conpletion List.

The Commonweal th of Kentucky Department for Environnental Protection does not concur on the
sel ected renedy.

Description of the Sel ected Renmedy

Based on the data collected in the renedial investigation, and the potential current and future
risks estimated in the Baseline R sk Assessnent, no further action is necessary at this site to
provi de additional protection to human health and the environment.

The Mayfield General Tire facility located next to the site operates six groundwater extraction
wells that provide the facility with non-contact cooling water. These wells are providing a
significant |evel of protection to human health and the environment by preventing mgration of
any contam nants that have been or nay be released into the groundwater. However, in the future,
shoul d the groundwat er extracti on system be di scontinued, an eval uati on of the groundwater woul d
be necessary to determne the landfill's inpact on the shall ow aquifer wi thout the influence of
the plant wells. The landfill does not pose a threat to the public health, welfare, or the

envi ronnent provided the plant wells continue to operate.

10-1-93
Patrick M Tobin Dat e
Acting Regional Adm nistrator



DECI SI ON SUMVARY

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Site Location

The General Tire Landfill is |ocated east of State H ghway 45, approxinmately two mles north of

the town of Mayfield in Gaves County Kentucky. Graves County is located in southwestern
Kent ucky, in the south-central portion of the Jackson Purchase region

The landfill covers an area of approximately 58.5 acres and is situated approxinmately one-third
of a mle northeast of the General Tire Manufacturing facility. As shown in Figure 1, the
landfill 1ies between the Paducah-Louisville Railroad and Mayfield Creek.

The landfill is bounded by farmland to the north and southeast; vacant |and to the southwest;

t he Paducah-Louisville railroad to the west; and a wooded area to the east, between the |andfil
and Mayfield Creek. The site lies approxinmately 450 to 500 feet west of Mayfield Oreek (see
Figure 2).

<Fi gur e>

1.2 Site Description

The landfill was active between 1970 and 1984, and was used exclusively by CGeneral Tire's
Mayfield facility for disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous plant wastes. The wastes were

di sposed of in a series of trenches excavated in a north-south orientation, approxinmately 1,300
feet long, 40 feet wide and 30 feet deep (see Figure 3 and 4). The wastes included carbon

bl ack, scrap rubber and tires, scrap hydraulic oil, lubricating oil, floor sweepings, rejected
product material, trash, wood, paper packagi ng, and cenents containing solvents. Table 1 shows
t he approxi mate wei ght percentages of the plant wastes disposed of in the landfill. Based on

hi storical aerial photographs and interviews with plant personnel, the trenches were excavated
in an orderly fashion fromthe east side of the landfill to the west, and therefore, it can be
assuned that hazardous waste di sposal (between 1970 and 1979) probably occurred on the eastern
hal f of the landfill. However, there is no reason to believe that the wastes in the trenches

are | ocal ly honogenous, or that druns woul d have been buried in specific areas of each trench

<Fi gur e>
Figure 2: Surrounding Property Use

<Fi gur e>
Figure 3: Site Plan

<Fi gur e>
Figure 4 Landfill Trench Profile

Based on interviews with plant personnel who were involved with landfill operations, it was

|l earned that the wastes were randomy deposited in the trenches and the waste materials may not
have been containerized (i.e. druns were not sealed prior to burial and sone tipped over in the
process of unl oadi ng and consolidation).

The landfill surface is generally flat and graded with an average sl ope of |ess than 3 percent.
In accordance with the final site closure grading plan, the surface was vegetated with a
fescue-rye-crown vetch mxture



Pl ant Wastes Placed Into The Landfill
And
Thei r Approxi mat e Wei ght Percent ages

Scrap rubber and tires 42. 3%
Trash, wood, and paper packaging 40.8%
Rej ected product nateri al 14. 2%
Scrap hydraulic oil 1.6%
Non-r ecl ai mabl e |l ubricating oil 0. 85%
Wast e cement m xtures 0.14%
Car bon bl ack 0. 08%
Fl oor sweepi ngs 0. 05%

1.3 Site Hstory and Enforcenent Actions

In 1970, the General Tire Plant received approval fromthe Conmonweal th of Kentucky for

construction and operation of a landfill at the Mayfield site. In 1979, disposal of hazardous
wast es ceased in accordance with the Resource Conservati on and Recovery Act (RCRA). However,
the landfill continued to operate until 1984, disposing only non-hazardous plant wastes pursuant

to a permt issued by the Commonweal th of Kentucky, Department for Environmental Protection
( KYDEP) .

In accordance with section 103(c) of Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA), Ceneral Tire submtted a Notification of a Hazardous Waste Site on June
2, 1981 to the Environnental Protection Agency (EPA).

In late 1980, KYDEP required General Tire to inplenment a groundwater nonitoring programin the
vicinity of the landfill. The program beginning in 1981, included the installation of ten
monitoring wells (three nonitoring well clusters and one shallow well) surrounding the site.
Initially, groundwater sanples were anal yzed for nunmerous paraneters, but in 1982, KYDEP agreed
to reduce the nunber of paranmeters to a specified list of indicator constituents and to coll ect
sanpl es on an annual basis. The groundwater nonitoring results were submtted annually to KYDEP
from 1983 t hrough 1987.

In Septenber 1984, General Tire submitted to KYDEP a closure plan for the landfill consisting of
a site drawi ng showi ng the proposed site contours and a description of a proposed plan for

erosion control. In the fall of 1985 a two foot soil cover was placed over the landfill and
the surface was seeded to prevent erosion. The Kentucky D vision of Waste Managenent conducted
an inspection of the landfill and accepted the site "as closed" in February 1987. However, in

accordance with Kentucky regulations, the site was subject to a post-closure nonitoring period,

i n which mai ntenance of the cover, including erosion prevention, settlenent and revegitation,
was to be performed. The post-closure nonitoring period ended on February 1989, but because the
site was being investigated by EPA for CERCLA enforcenment actions, final closure of the landfill
was never granted by KYDEP.

In March 1989, EPA Region IV initiated negotiations with General Tire (the only Potentially
Responsi ble Party (PRP) at this site) to conduct a Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study. By
February 1990 the site was added to the National Priorities List (NPL) with a hazard ranking
score of 32.94. By Decenber of 1989, CGeneral Tire and EPA entered into an Adm nistrative O der
by Consent for performance of the RI/FS. On Cctober 22, 1990, after EPA approval of the Single
Site Plan (Wrk Plan), the RI/FS commenced. Table 2 summarizes some of the major events in the
landfill's history.
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TABLE 2
SUMVARY OF ENFORCEMENT HI STORY

GENERAL TI RE
MAYFI ELD, KENTUCKY

General Tire received approval fromthe Commonweal th of Kentucky for
construction and operation of the landfill at the Mayfield, Kentucky
Pl ant.

Di sposal of RCRA-defined hazardous wastes ceased. KYDEP issued a Waste
Managenent Permt (No. 042.05) to Ceneral Tire for non-hazardous solid
wast e di sposal at the site.

In conpliance with CERCLA Section 103(c), General Tire provided EPA with
a Notification of Hazardous Waste Site

A groundwat er nonitoring programwas inplenented at the site which
included the installation of ten nonitoring wells around the perineter
of the landfill and anal ysis of groundwater and surface water sanples
KYDEP aut hori zed annual sanpling of the nonitoring wells for a limted
nunber of indicator paraneters. This groundwater data was collected to
assure continued conpliance with state environmental performance
standards and for the permt renewal application

Wast e di sposal ceased; the landfill was subsequently covered with two
feet of clean soil and seeded

Closure of the landfill was approved by KYDEP. A two-year post closure
nonitoring period went into effect until February 9, 1989

EPA proposed that the landfill be placed on the National Priorities List
(NPL) as a Superfund site.

General Tire received a "Notice of Potential Liability" in a letter from
the EPA

General Tire subnmitted the Single Plan (Wrk Plan) for the RI/FS to EPA
for review

General Tire and EPA entered into the Admnistrative Order by Consent
for General Tire to conduct the RI/FS

EPA granted approval of the Single Site Plan.
The remedi al investigation portion of the RI/FS commenced

The RI/FS is conpl eted



2.0 COWUN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

In accordance with the requirements of CERCLA [Para] 113(k)(2)(B) and [Para] 117, a Community
Rel ati ons Plan (CRP) was devel oped to establish a framework for comunity relations activities
at the General Tire Site. The CRP was finalized on April 30, 1990, and inpl enented throughout
the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS)

The CRP contains infornmation gathered fromconmmunity interview conducted by EPA in February
1990. Sone of the information included in the docunent concerns comunity know edge of the
site, perceptions of the site, and other issues and concerns related to the site

Prior to the start of the renedial investigation, in April 1990, EPA issued a Fact Sheet

descri bing the Superfund process and the planned RI/FS activities. The fact sheet al so provided
the opportunity for the public to participate in the Superfund process, and provided the
opportunity for comunity groups to receive Technical Assistance Grants (TAG to closely nonitor
the technical progress of the investigation. The fact sheet was sent to the | ocal conmmunity,
and to local, State, and Federal officials. EPA also established and naintained an information
repository and Adm nistrative Record (AR) at a convenient and accessible location in Mayfield
Kentucky. The AR includes all docurments and informati on EPA used as a basis for devel oping the
proposed final action

On May 15, 1993 EPA held an informal public information neeting in Mayfield to answer questions
about the RI/FS being conducted. A few interested citizens attended.

Al t hough EPA provi ded many opportunities for community participation and invol venent, public
interest throughout the investigation was mninmal. In addition to EPA comunity rel ations
efforts, several |ocal newspaper articles were published about the site, but little or no
inquiries were nade by the public.

In July 1993, EPA issued a Proposed Plan Fact Sheet to present the results of the RI/FS and
Basel i ne Risk Assessnent. It also described EPA's proposed final action for the site and
announced the public comment period. The Fact Sheet was sent to the local conmmunity, and to
local, State, and Federal officials. The public coment period began on July 15, 1993 and ended
on August 13, 1993.

On July 29, 1993, EPA conducted a public neeting to present the findings of the renedia
investigation; describe the proposed final action; and answer questions concerning the site.
Those in attendance at the neeting included: a reporter from The Mayfi el d Messenger newspaper; a
reporter froma local radio station; representatives fromGeneral Tire; officials fromthe Gty
of Mayfield; and representatives fromthe Commonweal th of Kentucky, D vision of Waste
Managenment. No concerned citizens attended the neeting. A transcript of the neeting is
included in Appendi x A

3.0 SITE CHARACTERI STI CS
3.1 Hydrogeol ogic Characteristics

The hydrogeol ogi ¢ characteristics of the site were very inportant in determning that no further
actions are needed at the General Tire site. The specific hydrogeol ogi c characteristics of this
site are inportant because exposure to contam nated groundwater is the prinmary nechanism(i.e
exposure pathway) by which the site threatens the health and welfare of the public and the
environnent. Special hydraulic conditions beneath the site are being created by the six plant
wel l's operated by CGeneral Tire. The follow ng sub-sections summari ze sone of the results and
concl usi ons of the hydrogeol ogi ¢ study perforned.



3.1.1 Hydrogeol ogic Setting

G oundwat er occurs primarily within two units beneath the General Tire Landfill site. The

shal lower unit is an unconfined water table aquifer within the Sparta Sand and partially
extending into the overlying alluvial gravel deposits. The deeper unit is a sem -confined

aqui fer within the deeper Tallahatta Formation. These two aquifers are separated by the basal
silty clay unit of the Sparta Sand, which acts as a sem -confining |ayer. The Tall ahatta
Formation is al so confined beneath by the predominantly silty clay WIlcox Formation. Deeper

wat er-bearing units at the site have little relevance to the site because they are hydraulically
separated fromthe upper water-bearing units (the Sparta and Tall ahatta aquifers) by the WI cox
Formati on and the underlying Porter Creek O ay.

Monitoring wells were installed in the Sparta and Tall ahatta aquifers at various depths and
locations around the landfill to collect groundwater sanples and define groundwater
potentionetric levels. In addition, water table piezoneters were installed near Mayfield O eek,
and staff gauges were installed in Mayfield Oreek and Key Creek, to further define the el evation
of the water table surface.

G oundwater flowin both aquifers in the vicinity of the landfill converges toward the six plant
wat er supply wells, which have an average conbi ned punping rate of approximately 10 mllion

gall ons of water per day. The first two plant extraction wells were placed in operation in 1959
and the remaining plant wells were in operation prior to 1970, with the exception of plant well
No. 6 which began operating in 1972. Goundwater in the Sparta and Tallahatta units has
therefore flowed towards the plant wells and away from Mayfi el d and Key Creeks |ong before
landfilling operations began.

3.1.2 The Effect of the Plant Wlls

The groundwater potentionetric surface maps devel oped for the site show that the influence of a
cone of depression associated with these punping wells extends under and beyond the landfill in
both aquifers (see Figure 5). The results of the study also indicate that water in Mayfield
Creek is at a higher elevation than groundwater in the Sparta aquifer, and therefore, appears to
be recharging the aquifer. Elevation data for Key Creek suggest the sane recharge condition.
Near the landfill, water fromthe creeks recharge the Sparta aquifer, along with direct
infiltration of precipitation. Beneath the landfill, the flow direction is west to sout hwest.

The groundwater el evation data al so show that throughout the investigation area, water |evel
elevations in the Sparta aquifer are higher than those at the sane locations in the Tallahatta
aqui fer. These data denonstrate that a vertical hydraulic gradient exists across the confining
unit between the Sparta and Tallahatta aquifers. This vertical hydraulic gradient influences
groundwat er flow by introduci ng a downward conponent of flow fromthe Sparta aquifer to the

Tal  ahatta aquifer.

Regi onal |l y, groundwater in the Sparta and Tall ahatta aquifers generally flows toward and

di scharges to surface streans. |f punping of the plant wells ceased, groundwater beneath the
landfill woul d be expected to reverse its current flow direction, and upon reachi ng steady
state, groundwater would probably flow fromwest to east, discharging into Mayfield Creek.

Di scharge to Key Oreek nmay al so exert sonme influence on the flow direction under the no-punping
condi tion.

<Fi gur e>
Figure 5: Site Profile

In June and July 1991, four of the six plant wells were shut off for six days for punp



nmai nt enance (the punping wells were rotated during this period). The average punping rate
during this period was approxi mately 600, 000 gal |l ons per day. To determne the effect of
reduced punping, water |evel elevations were collected on July 5, 1991, the sixth day of punp
shutdown. G oundwater potentionetric surface nmaps for this day for the Sparta and Tall ahatta
aqui fers show that water levels rose 2 to 3 feet, and that the direction of groundwater flow had
shifted fromgenerally

sout hwestward to westward.

3.1.3 Hydrogeol ogi ¢ Concl usi ons

The hydrogeol ogi ¢ investigation reveal ed that the General Tire plant wells have a significant
effect on the direction of groundwater flow beneath the landfill and in the vicinity of the
site. These plant wells, punping at a conbined rate of approximately 10 mllion gallons per
day, have reversed the natural flow of the groundwater and are capturing any contam nants that

nmay be released fromthe landfill. Wiile the natural groundwater flow is towards Mayfield
Creek, the current groundwater flow direction is towards the six plant wells |ocated around the
perineter of the General Tire facility. The landfill is entirely within the zone of capture in

both the shallow (Sparta) and deep (Tallahatta) aquifer. East and south of the landfill the
zone of capture of the Sparta aquifer probably coincides with Mayfield and Key O eeks, both of
whi ch are rechargi ng the aqui fer under current punping conditions. The zone of capture nay

ext end beyond these streans in the Tallahatta aquifer, which is not directly connected to these
recharge sources. No water elevation data are avail able west of the plant punping wells.
However, based on the natural (prepunping conditions) direction of groundwater flow, which was
generally fromwest to east in this area, the zone of capture is expected to extend radially
around the plant punp field in both aquifers.

Qperation of the plant wells has significantly limted the mgration and potential human and
envi ronnental exposure to any contam nants that nay have been rel eased into the groundwater from
the landfill. Since migration of contam nants through the groundwater is the prinmary mechani sm
by which the landfill can inpact human health or the environnment, the EPA believes that the
plant wells are providing a significant |evel of protection by capturing those contam nants

rel eased into the groundwater. There are no private or public water supply wells within close
proximty to the landfill which may be adversely inpacted under the current hydrogeol ogi c
conditions. Therefore, it can be concluded that the landfill does not pose a threat to human
health or the environment provided the plant wells continue to operate. There is currently no
way to determ ne whether future groundwater risks would be significant as |ong as the pl ant
well's are operating. Consequently, an eval uation of the groundwater woul d be necessary in the
future to determne the landfill's inpact on the shallow aquifer w thout the influence of these
wel | s.

3.2 Renedial Investigation Summary

The remedi al investigation has denonstrated that the prinmary chem cal constituents which have
been rel eased fromthe landfill are | ow concentrati ons of volatile organic conpounds in
groundwat er. These conpounds (or their precursors) were contained in the 305, 000 pounds of
waste cenent mixtures placed into the site from1970 to 1979. However, the waste cenent

m xtures conprise only 0.14 percent of the total estimated wei ght of 221,705, 000 pounds of tota
waste material disposed (see Table 1 on page 4).

The location and extent of wastes within the landfill was defined during the renedia

i nvestigation by non-intrusive nmethods (no confirmatory chem cal anal yses were perfornmed). This
was acconplished utilizing existing records, aerial photograph interpretation, and a surface
geophysi cal survey. An evaluation of the aerial photographs indicated that the trenches were
first excavated on the eastern portion of the landfill when the landfill began operation in the



early 1970s, and were constructed sequentially to the west until operations ceased in 1984. A
of the aerial photographs indicate that the trenching occurred within the boundaries of the
landfill. The results of the surface geophysical survey confirned this concl usion

The followi ng environnental nedia were sanpled and anal yzed as part of the renedia
i nvestigation

. Air (Oganic Vapor Anal yzer (OVA) neasurenents)

. Surface soils

. Surface water (Mayfield CGreek and site ditches)

. Sedi nent (Mayfield Creek and site ditches)

. G oundwater in the Sparta (shallow water-bearing unit

. G oundwater in the Tallahatta (deeper) water-bearing unit

The foll owi ng sub-sections sumarize the findings of each of the nedia sanpled. Table 3 shows
the constituents of interest found in each site nedia

3.2.1 Ar Qality

An air quality survey was conducted on and in the vicinity of the landfill to determ ne the
presence of volatile organic emssions fromthe landfill and to determ ne the effectiveness of
the soil cover. Approximately three hundred and eighty (380) OVA neasurenents were obtained at
the site. Al readings were obtained froma hei ght of approxinmately one (1) foot above ground
level. Forty two (42) locations with detectable |levels of volatile organic conpound (VOQ
concentrations were detected above background concentrations, and only five (5) |ocations were
equal to or greater than 5 ppm (based on a nethane (100 ppm) calibration of the OVA).

3.2.2 Surface Soi
Ten surficial soil sanples were collected fromthe landfill cover and from adjacent farmfields

to the north, south and west. Based on the analytical results and screening and eval uation
procedures in the Baseline R sk Assessnment (BRA), four constituents of interest were determ ned

to be present in the surface soil. These conpounds are: 2-chlorophenol, p-chloro-mcresol
phenol, and benzene. Mninal amounts of three acid extractabl e conpounds (2-chl orophenol
p-chl oro-mcresol, and benzene) were detected in surficial soils atop the landfill, but were

determined to be nost likely attributed to fugitive em ssions froman adjacent creosote
facility. Nonetheless, these constituents were retained as constituents of interest in
surficial soils for evaluation in the BRA. Mnimal anounts of three volatile organi c conpounds
(benzene, 1, 2-dichl orobenzene, and 1, 4-di chl orobenzene) were detected in surficial soils in the
field north of the landfill, but were also deternmined to be nost |ikely associated with farmng
operations conducted in that field. Benzene, however, was retained and eval uated as a
constituent of interest in surficial soils since it is a conmpound known to be present in the
landfill waste.

The concentrations of inorganics were well within or bel ow the typical background concentration
ranges for native soils.

3.2.3 Surface Water

Surface water sanples were collected fromditches surrounding the landfill and from Mayfield and
Key Creeks. Results of the analyses indicate that |ead and zinc are constituents of interest
present in water in the ditches surrounding the site. Several other inorganics were detected in
surface water from Mayfield Creek and have been identified as potential constituents of interest
only because there was no background data with which to conpare them These conpounds i ncl ude



al um num antinony, cadm um chromum iron, nanganese, and nickel. A |ow concentration of
1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA) was detected in Mayfield and Key Creeks, but was discovered to be
com ng froma source up-gradient of the landfill.

3.2.4 Sedinent

Sedi nent sanples were collected fromditches surrounding the site and from Mayfield and Key
Creeks. Anal yses of the sedi nent sanples reveal ed that |ead, barium and zinc were constituents
of interest. Qher inorganic constituents of interest detected in the sedinents include

al um num arsenic, calcium chromum copper, iron, nagnesi um nanganese, and vanadi um

Benzene, found in one sanple at a | ow concentration, is the only organic constituent of

interest.

3.2.5 Goundwater: Sparta Water-bearing Unit

G oundwat er sanples were collected fromfifteen (15) nonitoring wells installed in the Sparta
aqui fer. Two separate sanples were collected fromeach well during two separate tine periods to
determ ne the presence of landfill contam nants in the shall ow groundwat er

Twel ve organi c conpounds were identified as constituents of interest in the Sparta water-bearing
unit. These conpounds include: acetone, benzene, chloroethane, chlorobenzene, di-n-butyl

phthal ate, 1, 1-dichloroethane, 1,2-dichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethene, (cis and

trans) 1, 2-di chl oroet hene, di-n-octyl phthalate, TCA and trichl oroethene

The inorganics identified as constituents of interest include: calcium copper, iron, magnesi um
nercury, potassium sodium and thallium El evated concentrations of inorganics in two shall ow
wel I's up-gradi ent and south of the landfill were detected, but were attributed to an unknown
source(s) originating fromthe direction of Key and Mayfield Oreeks, and are not associated with
the landfill.

3.2.6 Goundwater: Tallahatta Water-bearing Unit

G oundwat er sanples were collected fromsix (6) nmonitoring wells installed in the Tallahatta
aqui fer, and the six plant wells (also screened in the Tallahatta). Two separate sanples were
collected fromeach well at different tinmes during the investigation to determ ne the presence
of landfill contam nants in the groundwater.

The results of the groundwater anal yses of the Tallahatta water-bearing unit indicated that
there were six organic constituents of interest. These conmpounds include acetone, benzene,
1,1,1 trichloroethane, 1,1 dichloroethane, di-n-octyl phthalate, and di-n-butyl phthalate. The
inorganic constituents of interest include: alumnum barium cadm um calcium copper, iron
nmagnesi um nercury, potassium sodium thallium and zinc

A private drinking water well, closest to the landfill, was al so sanpled at a residence
approxinmately 0.9 mles north-northwest of the landfill. Al though not known, it is presuned that
this well is conpleted in the Tallahatta because the majority of the private wells in this area

are conpleted in this formation. The only contam nant found to be present in the water was | ead
(0.0227 ppm). This lead value is considerably higher than other | ead values in the Tallahatta

groundwat er. However, because the groundwater in the vicinity of the landfill is flow ng toward
the plant wells and not off site, it was determ ned that the source of the lead is nost likely
| ead-bearing material in the well, piping, or the holding tank. The | aboratory results were

shared with the owner of the well and with the Graves County Heal th Departnent.

<Fi gur e>



<Fi gur e>
4.0 SUWARY OF SI TE Rl SKS
4.1 Summary of Human Health Ri sks

Constituents of interest and associated environmental media that were identified at the site
during the Rl were evaluated in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent (BRA) to estinate |evels of
potential risk associated with various human exposure pat hways. Both carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni ¢ risks under current conditions and possible future conditions were assessed.

Rel evant exposure routes were quantified for site media for the current and future exposure
scenarios. Risk estimates for these routes are organi zed by site medi um (including Mayfield
Creek water, Mayfield Creek sedinment, site ditch surface water, site ditch sedinment, and
surficial soils atop the landfill at SS-6) and are summarized in Table 4. Exposure routes
quantified for the current and future scenario included dermal contact with each nedi um
incidental ingestion of Mayfield Oreek water, site ditch water and sedinent, and surficial soils
atop the landfill; and inhalation of airborne constituents fromsurficial soils atop the
landfill. Populations evaluated for various nedia exposure routes included recreational (adults
and children), and occupational maintenance workers.

As shown in Table 4, potential carcinogenic risks were estinmated to range from2.7 x 10[-9] for
incidental ingestion of site ditch sedinent by recreational children to 1.0 x 10[-7] for dernal
contact with site ditch sedinment by recreational adults. Al of the individual carcinogenic
risk estimates for these current and future potential exposures were well below the lower limt
of the acceptable carcinogenic risk range of 10[-6] to 10[-4].

The estimated potential noncarcinogeni ¢ hazard indices for individual pathways under the current
exposure scenarios were estimated to range from1.6 x 10[-6] (incidental ingestion of surficia
soils atop the landfill (SS-6) by occupational naintenance workers) to 2.1 x 10[-2] (dernal
contact with Mayfield Creek water for recreational children). Al of the total noncarcinogenic
hazard indices for current individual pathways were bel ow the acceptable limt of 1.0

Two future scenarios were considered for the site in addition to the baseline scenario: (1)
future site devel opnent with the cessation of punping fromthe General Tire plant wells, and (2)
future site devel opnent in conjunction with the continued operation of the General Tire plant
wel I's. Under the baseline future scenario, it was assunmed that any current activities and use
scenarios are also relevant in the future. It was also conservatively assuned that
concentrations in site nmedia will renmain constant in the future

As mentioned in the previous section, groundwater in both the Sparta and Tall ahatta

wat er-bearing units in the vicinity of the landfill currently flows toward the General Tire
facility because of the influence of the plant water wells. The cone of depression associated
with these wells extends under and beyond the landfill in both the Sparta and Tall ahatta

wat er-bearing units. The landfill is entirely within the zone of capture of the plant wells.
Beneath the landfill, the direction of groundwater flowis generally towards the west. |If the
first future scenario were to occur (i.e., the General Tire plant wells ceased punpi ng)
groundwat er flow direction beneath the landfill would begin to reverse, and upon reachi ng steady

state, groundwater would probably flow fromwest to east/northeast and discharge to Mayfield
Creek and woul d probably not reach the cl osest nunicipal water supply wells at the H ckory and
Harderman districts, located 1.8 and 2.7 mles fromthe site, respectively. Wth the cessation
of punping of the plant wells, the vertical groundwater gradient fromthe Sparta aquifer to the
Tal | ahatta aqui fer would be expected to be negligible, and therefore, would substantially reduce
the transport of constituents between the two aquifers. |In addition, lateral groundwater flow



velocity (without the influence of the plant wells) would be dramatically reduced thereby
decreasing the rate of lateral transport of constituents of interest. Constituents potentially
present in groundwater in the Tallahatta unit noving laterally fromthe site (which would not

di scharge to the creeks) woul d be expected to decrease through attenuation. Because the
cessation of punping of the plant wells woul d decrease the groundwater flow and thus constituent
transport, this future scenario is not considered a worst-case scenario

Conversely, the future scenari o which considered nearby site devel opnent in conjunction with the
conti nued operation of the General Tire plant wells is the worst-case scenari o because of the
significant vertical gradient induced between the Sparta and Tallahatta units, and the
subsequent transport of constituents fromthe upper to the lower unit. Therefore, this
potential future scenario was considered the worst-case, and intakes and risks associated with
this scenario were quantified

Site devel opment was assuned to involve the construction of residential housing in the vicinity
of the site, not on the site. Residential devel opment woul d not reasonably be expected to occur
within the limts of the landfill because of deed restrictions already in place. Therefore, the
future scenario involving the continued operation of the plant wells will consider residentia
devel opnent north of the landfill.

Ri sk estimates for individual future exposure routes were quantified under the potential future
site devel opnent scenario and are summarized in Table 5 by relevant nmedium Sparta groundwat er
Tal | ahatta groundwater, and surficial soils north of the landfill (at SS-3). Exposure routes
quantified for the future site devel opnent scenario included dernal contact with each nedia,

i ngestion of groundwater, incidental ingestion of surficial soils in the field north of the
landfill, inhalation of volatiles fromgroundwater, and inhal ation of airborne constituents from
surficial soils in the field north of the landfill. Populations evaluated for various nedia and
exposure routes included residential adults, residential children, occupational adults

i ncl udi ng construction workers.

As shown in Table 5, potential carcinogenic risks were estinmated to range from8.4 x 10[-11]
(potential ingestion of surficial soils in the field north of the landfill (SS-3) by
construction workers) to 4.1 x 10[-5] (potential ingestion of Sparta groundwater by residentia
adults). The carcinogenic risk estinmates for the potential exposure of both adult and children
residential populations to constituents present in Sparta groundwater were prinarily attributed
to the presence of 1,1-dichloroethene and benzene. The carcinogenic risk estimate for potentia
exposure through dernmal contact with surficial soils in the field north of the landfill by the
adult residential population (the only pathway addressing exposure at SS-3 whi ch exceeded the
lower Iimt of the acceptable carcinogenic risk range of 10[-6]) was attributed to the presence
of benzene. Al of the individual potential carcinogenic risk estimates for future popul ati ons
were within the acceptable range of 10[-6] to 10[-4].

The estinmated potential noncarcinogeni ¢ hazard indices for future site devel opnent individua
pat hways were estimated to range from7.9 x 10[-6] (inhalation of volatiles fromTallahatta
groundwat er by residential adults) to 5.1 x 10[-1] (potential ingestion of Tallahatta
groundwat er by residential adults). Al of the total noncarcinogenic hazard indices for future
i ndi vi dual pathways were below the limt of 1.0

The individual (i.e. single pathway) estinates of potential risk for current and future
receptors were conbi ned, where appropriate, to represent the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE)
expected for populations with the potential to be exposed to site constituents by nore than one
exposure route. For all popul ations and exposure routes potentially associated with the current
scenari o, conbined carcinogenic risk estinmates ranged from7.9 x 10[-8] (recreational adult
exposure to Mayfield Creek nedia) to 1.7 x 10[-7] (recreational children exposure to the site



di tches). Conbi ned noncarci nogeni ¢ hazard indices for the current popul ations ranged from1.0 x
10[ - 4] (nmi ntenance worker exposure to surficial soil at SS6) to 4.5 x 10[-2] (recreationa
children exposure to Mayfield Creek nedia). These ranges of potential carcinogenic risks are
wel | below the | ower acceptable Iimt of 10[-6], and bel ow the hazard i ndex level of 1.0 for
noncar ci nogens

In order to conbine popul ations to evaluate multiple exposures under the future site devel oprment
scenario, a "worst case" and "best case" approach was determined to be nost representative.
Potenti al exposures associated with site nedia which were considered to be "landfill-influenced"
(i.e. water and sedinment fromthe site ditches, groundwater in the Sparta unit, and surficial
soils fromsanple location SS-6) were conbined to estimate a "worst case" estimate of potentia
future risks for recreational/residential popul ations and the occupational maintenance worker
popul ation; site nedia not believed to be landfill-influenced (i.e., water and sedinent from
Mayfield Oreek, groundwater fromthe Tallahatta unit, and surficial soils north of the | andfil
at sanple location SS-3) were conbined to estimate a "best case" for potential future
recreational/residential populations and occupational popul ati ons.

Conbi ned potential carcinogenic risk estimates for the potential future site devel opnent
scenario ranged from3.7 x 10[-8] (occupational construction worker exposure to surficial soils
at SS-3) to 6.6 x 10[-5] (recreational/residential adult exposure to landfill-influenced nedia).
Noncar ci nogeni ¢ hazard index estinmates ranged from 1.0 x 10[-4] (nmintenance worker exposure to
surficial soil at SS-6) to 5.7 x 10[-1] (recreational/residential children exposure to

non-l andfill-influenced nedia).

Al of the conbi ned noncarci nogeni ¢ hazard indices for potential future popul ations (assum ng
residential site devel opnent) were bel ow the hazard i ndex value of 1.0. The highest
carcinogenic risk estimate total for future populations (6.6 x 10[-5]) was within the acceptable
range of 10[-6] to 10[-4].

Using the information presented in the BRA, risk-based concentrations of the constituents of
interest in site nedia were cal cul ated which correspond to risk levels of 10[-4], 10[-5], and
10[-6] for potential carcinogens, and hazard indices of 1.0 and 10 for non-carci nogens. These
ri sk-based concentrati ons were presented as prelimnary renediation goals (PRGS) in the BRA

No PRGs were exceeded under current and future no action scenarios. There were three cases where
the level of a constituent used in the estimation of risk (i.e. either a nmeasured | evel such as
at SS-3 or a calculated 95 percent upper confidence limt for other nedia) exceeded the

ri sk-based PRG For the ingestion of Sparta groundwater exposure route under the future site
devel opnent scenario, the neasured concentration of benzene (0.0096 ng/L) exceeded the 10[-6]

car ci nogeni ¢ ri sk-based PRG for benzene (0.0029 ng/L), and the 1, 1-di chl oroet hene concentration
(0.0053 ng/L) exceeded the 10[-5] and 10[-6] risk-based PRGs (0.0014 ng/L and 0. 00014 ny/L,
respectively). For the dernmal contact with surficial soils exposure route (north of the site at
SS-3), the neasured concentrati on of benzene (0.4 ng/kg) just slightly exceeded the 10[-6]

car ci nogeni ¢ ri sk-based PRG (0.32 ng/kg).

4.2 Summary of the Ecol ogi cal Assessnent

Potential exposures to biota fromconstituents present at the General Tire site were
qualitatively evaluated in the BRA. In soils, potential biota exposures woul d be expected to be
restricted to primarily terrestrial aninals and avian (bird) species. However, as the surficia
soils were not considered to have elevated | evels of constituents attributable to the landfill,
surficial soils at the General Tire site are not reasonably expected to present risks to either
avian or terrestrial species. Furthernore, there have been no signs of stressed vegetation
within the vicinity of the site and there have been no reports of visible adverse inpacts to



ani mal speci es.

As concluded in the BRA the landfill is not thought to inpact any possible wetlands during
floodi ng events. Several "wetland" areas were identified within a one-mle radius of the site
on the National Wtland Inventory Maps, although they do not represent field-verified wetlands
for this area. In addition, the operation of the plant process water supply wells effectively
prevent the potential for groundwater discharge to wetlands in the vicinity of the site

A bi oassessnent survey was conpl eted per the EPA's Rapi d Bi oassessnent procedures, in June 1991
Results of the survey indicated that both upstream and downstream stati ons on Mayfield Creek had
experi enced adverse inpacts to fauna. However, because the upstream | ocations were affected,
these inpacts are not believed to be related to the landfill.

<Fi gur e>
<Fi gur e>

5.0 SCOPE AND RCLE OF TH' S RESPONSE ACTI ON

EPA has determned that no further action is necessary to provide additional protection to hunman
health and wel fare, or the environnent. The results of the R and BRA indicates that there are
no current or future risk fromexposure to soils, sedinent, surface water, or groundwater

al though the groundwater is a possible future threat should the plant wells be shut down.
However, there is currently no feasible way to determ ne whether future groundwater risks woul d
be a significant threat to human health or the environnent, as long as the plant wells are
operating. Consequently, an evaluation of the groundwater would be necessary in the future to
determine the landfill's inpact on the shallow aquifer without the influence of the plant wells

Due to the uncertainty about the future of groundwater quality at the site without the influence
of the plant wells, ongoing groundwater nonitoring is recommended to detect potential mgration
of any contam nants. GCeneral Tire has provided a commtnent to the Commonweal th of Kentucky to
performoperation and mai ntenance activities at the landfill and inplement a groundwater
nmonitoring plan. EPA cannot nake a reconmmendation at this tine for a renedy to mtigate
possi bl e future groundwater conditions w thout supporting data to indicate that a renedi a

action is necessary. However, in the event any ongoi ng groundwater nonitoring indicates the
presence of a significant release at a | evel that poses an unacceptable risk to hunan heal th and
the environnent, the site shall be restored to the NPL without application of the HRS (40 CFR
%1F300. 425(€e)(3)). EPA could initiate clean-up actions (i.e. conducting a groundwater
investigation and feasibility study, and/or perform ng an energency response action) in the
future pursuant to CERCLA and in accordance with the National Q1| and Hazardous Substances
Pol | uti on Contingency Pl an.

This Record of Decision presents the selected renedial action for the General Tire Landfil
Superfund Site. The selected renedial action was chosen based on the results of Renedi al

I nvestigation and Baseline Ri sk Assessnent and all other docunents and information contained in
the Administrative Record. EPA nakes this determ nation pursuant to the requirenents of CERCLA,
as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986, and to the extent
practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Pl an.

EPA has determned that its response at this site is conplete. Therefore, the site now qualifies
for inclusion on the Construction Conpletion List.



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The public comment period was established fromJuly 15, 1993 to August 13, 1993. No coments by
the public were received by EPA on the recommended proposed plan for the General Tire site.

As mentioned previously, EPA conducted a public neeting on July 29, 1993, to present the
findings of the renedial investigation; describe the proposed final action; and answer questions
regarding the site. No concerned citizens attended the nmeeting. A transcript of the neeting is
included in Appendi x A

Additionally, comrents submtted to EPA by the Commonweal th of Kentucky concerning the proposed
plan is included for reference in this docunent, in Appendix B. EPA s response to these
comments are al so incl uded.
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(The hearing comenced at 7:10 p.m)

MR TAYLOR |'d like to welconme everybody tonight. M nanme is Harold Taylor, and |I'm an
enpl oyee of the United States Environnmental Protection Agency. M office is in Atlanta,
Georgia, and | work for Region |V of the Environmental Protection Agency.

W have ten regions scattered throughout the United States. Region IV, we work the eight
sout heastern states: Al abanma, CGeorgia, Mssissippi, Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee, North
Carolina, and South Carolina. | work in the Superfund Renedial Program W basically work on
the 20 National Priority List sites in the Commonweal th of Kentucky.

First of all, I'd like to thank everybody for comng tonight. | know it takes a | ot out of
your time to cone to neetings like this. W appreciate you showi ng up. For those of you who
haven't been to the school before, the restroons are to your right. The ladies' is over here.
The men's is toward the front.

We're going to try to run through a brief presentation and get to the question and answer
period here tonight. If | could, I'd like to ask you to hold your questions until the end of
our presentation, and we'll stay here until we've answered all your questions.

I'd like to introduce a few people. W have a few elected officials here tonight. W have
the mayor, Arthur Byrn. Arthur? Gaves County Judge Executive Tony Snith back there.
Appreci ate you guys com ng.

If I can, I'Il introduce the people that are here fromAtlanta tonight first. Nestor
Young. Nestor is the Renedial Project Manager assigned to this site fromRegion IV. He's
basically responsible for the day-to-day activities of the site for the Environnental Protection

Agency.

Over again to Nester's left is Sue Minger. Sue is an attorney. She works for the Ofice of
Regi onal Counsel for the Environnmental Protection Agency in Region IV. And she's the attorney



assigned to this site

W have a nunber of State people here. 1'Il try to renenber their nanes. R ck Hogan. W
have Larry Moscoe with the Commonweal th of Kentucky Departnment of Law, Eric Liebenauer, and
WIlliamKeel, all with the Cormonweal th Superfund program basically our counterparts. | hope
all of you signed in. |If you didn't, please sign in up front before you | eave and take

advant age of the handouts that we have up front.

I'"d like to rem nd everybody that this is not a formal hearing like a |ot of neetings,
perhaps, that you go to. This is basically a public neeting where we're just going to present
information to you, try and answer any questions that you may have. And so we wll answer your
questions, not like a hearing where you just present comments

Again, tonight, we're going to basically go over -- I'mgoing to basically go over the
Superfund process. M. Young is going to go over the site background and renedi al investigation
that was done at the site. He'll also go over EPA' s recomrendations for the General Tire site
And Sue Munger will go over the enforcenent activities for the site. | wll go over the
community relations, and then we'll have the question and answer period at the end.

W do have a court reporter here to keep a record toni ght of your comments, Elizabeth
Mller. She'll do a good job, I"'msure, of getting a record so that we can formally respond to
any concerns of yours that we don't respond to sufficiently tonight.

Wien we do get to the question and answer period, I'll ask that you state your nane, and if
you have a nanme that's difficult to spell, | ask that you spell your nanme so the court reporter
can get it. Again, we're going to try to run through this quick, since it is a fairly smal
crowd, and we'll try not to take a full hour

Real quickly, to go over what Superfund is and howit's funded, in 1980, Congress passed
what's call ed the Conprehensive Environnental Response Conpensation and Liability Act. CERCLA
is the acronym People commonly refer to it as Superfund because it's such a long nane. It
gives basically the Environnmental Protection Agency a broad range of response authorities to
respond to what generally people refer to as uncontrolled waste sites

Al the nmoney that's in the Fund is generated fromtaxes on the chenmical and petrol eum
industry, and together with what's called the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, it gives
EPA a pretty broad range of control over disposal and handling of hazardous waste

The Trust Fund was authorized originally in 1980 at 1.6 billion. '86 anendnents authorized
the Fund to 8.6. And then in 1990, it was authorized with an additional 5.1 billion dollars,
current funding of which lasts until 1994, at which tine Congress will have to either
reaut hori ze the Fund or, basically, the Superfund will expire as we know it today.

The two broad ranges of response authority that we have of the Superfund are the renoval
authority. This is basically, classically, what people refer to as your energency spills, your
m dni ght dunps. Sonebody has taken waste and put it down on the surface of the ground sonmewhere
and peopl e who cone in contact with it will be harmed. W have the authority to go out and
basically take action to either conpel people to do that or spend Fund noney to do it yourself.

The second is renedial action, and that's generally nore of a | ong-term probl em of
groundwat er problem a landfill, sonething that's not easily addressed that generally will take
years to address properly and study properly, and it doesn't pose at least an imedi ate health
threat. And that's what the programthat we're here really to discuss with you tonight is what
EPA' s been working on with the General Tire site



Again, just to briefly go over the Superfund renedial process, obviously, sites have to be
di scovered. Typically, they're sites reported by the public to state agencies. In nobst states,
including the Commonweal th, the EPA has a grant to do prelimnary assessnents and site
investigations. And generally, after that, if the site so warrants, there will be a draft
Hazar dous Ranking Score and on to the NPL if a site scores hi gh enough

The next step -- this chart over here might help a little bit. The next step after sites
are put on the NPL is renedial investigation. It's basically a study of pathways of exposures
Typical ly, renedial investigations take two to three years to conplete. Enforcenent actions can
be taken basically at any time if there's an immediate threat that's posed. And public
i nvol venent basical ly continues throughout the whol e process. After the renedial investigation
there's a Record of Decision, and ultimately, if so warranted, renmedi al design and renedi a
action.

Again, just to go over site discovery, basically, anyone can discover sites. | believe the
General Tire site, if nmenory serves ne, was — Conpani es that disposed of hazardous waste were
required originally when the Superfund was authorized to notify the Agency that there mght be a
potential of disposal. | believe that was how that site cane to the attention of the Agency.
And again, once the site is discovered, a prelimnary assessnent and site investigation is done
either by the EPA or the State, to see if it warrants further study.

A lot of people ask why an NPL and why an HRS. And basically, Congress required an HRS
system because of the vast nultitude of sites and basically recogni zed there wasn't enough noney
to address all of the sites at one tine. So a Hazardous Ranking System was devel oped to
prioritize the sites.

The Hazardous Ranki ng System basically ranks sites according to potential risk. Sites are
scored anywhere froma zero to one hundred points based upon three factors: contam nants
rel eased into the environnent, concentration of toxicity and quantity of the waste on-site, and
peopl e and sensitive environments affected. Right now, sites that score above 28.5 are added to
the National Priority List.

This will give you a brief overview, and | know this map is hard to see. But there are
basically 19 -- or actually 20 sites now on the National Priority List or proposed for the
priority list in the Commonweal th of Kentucky. The Paducah site, which is just north of here
was added just a few nonths ago

The majority of the sites, if you had to see where they' re clustered, are clustered around
the Louisville area, obviously where there's a | ot of industry.

I"I'l just go over basically what renedial investigation is for. It's basically to identify
the nature and extent of contami nation at a site. After renedial investigation is done, there's
a risk assessnent which is conducted to evaluate and qualify the risk posed by specific
chemcals found at the site and to identify pathways of exposures.

To sort of bring this to a conclusion about the Superfund process, after the RI/FS is
conpl ete, the agency will issue a proposed plan, which if you haven't already gotten one, there
are copies up at the front. W'll have a public -- 30-day public comment period on the proposed
plan. W generally hold a public neeting, as we're doing tonight, to review the proposed pl an
and address any concerns or questions that you may have. And then we'll docunent the fina
choice for renedy in what's called a Record of Decision

| believe with that, | will turn it over to M. Young, who will basically explain what
we' ve been doing the last few years at the site as far as investigation



MR YOUNG Thank you, Harold. M/ nane is Nestor Young. |'m Renedial Project Manager for
the site. | was responsible for naking sure that the investigation being conducted by Genera
Tire was conducted w thin EPA protocol and was sufficient to EPA standards.

I"mgoing to run through that investigation, starting with the site background. Copies of
ny overheads are up front. |If you didn't get a copy, you may want to do so. |'mgoing to be
runni ng through essentially these overheads. |'mnot going to get into nuch detail. |If you
have a copy of the proposed plan fact sheet, that gives you a little nore detail than what |'m
going to be presenting tonight. |If you have any questions, if you can ask towards the end,
during the question and answer period, |'d appreciate that.

Let's get started. Let's start off by talking a little bit about the background of the
General Tire site. GCeneral Tire, if you don't know, produces autonobile tires, as well as
tractor and truck tires. They operated a landfill to dispose of plant wastes from about 1970 to
1984.

During the early years, sone hazardous wastes were di sposed of, and that ceased in
approxi mately 1979. Between the years of 1979 and ' 84, nonhazardous wastes were di sposed of at
the landfill, conprised mainly of just general plant waste, packing naterial, scrap rubber
things like that.

Wastes were buried in trenches that are approxinmately 1,300 feet |ong, 40 feet wi de and
approxi mately 30 feet deep. Some of the trenches lie bel ow the groundwater |evel, approxinately
ten feet under. Some other trenches, | think we believe that they' re conpletely dry, above the
gr oundwat er .

EPA included the site on the Superfund Iist in 1990, again because of the potential threat
to the nearby nunicipal water supply wells. W had hazardous and nonhazardous waste di sposed of
at the landfill, wastes that were sitting in groundwater, and a nunicipal water supply well that
was approxinmately two mles away fromthe site. So that potential threat existed. The
groundwat er pathway potentially contam nated groundwater getting to the public

We'll just throw up a site plan so that you see what the site looks like. The landfill is
|l ocated approximately a third of a mle northeast of the plant itself. As you can see, the
trenches are oriented in a north-to-south direction. 1It's approximately 500 feet from Mayfield
Creek, and the land around it is basically farmand. To the west, there's a railroad
generally, a vacant area just full of trees between the landfill and Mayfield Creek; and

farmand to the south and to the north of the landfill.

Again, the potential threat was to the two nmunicipal water supply well fields that were
located within three mles of the site, both the Hckory water well field and the Hardenan
There's al so one residential drinking water well |ocated approximately one mle fromthe site
The well was tested and found not to be contaminated fromany contam nants fromthe site

The pl ant operates six water supply wells that are adjacent to the facility, and they punp
approximately ten mllion gallons a day. The water is basically punped fromthe ground and to
the plant, and it's used as noncontact cooling water. Then the water is discharged to the rear
of the facility into Key Oreek. W tested the water conming into the plant fromthe plant wells
and did not detect any contaminants. Essentially clean

Since thisis alandfill and it was bei ng addressed through the State, in 1987 the | andfil
was approved for closure by the Commonwealth. The landfill closure consisted of nonitoring the
site for a period of two years and installing a landfill cap. The cap consisted of

approxi mately two feet of clean soil.



And | have a visual that will give you an idea of what that |ooks |ike. Again, the trenches
are about 40 feet wide, 30 feet deep, and it's got two feet of clean soil over the top. And as
I mentioned, some of the trenches on the eastern side of the landfill we believe are bel ow the
wat er table.

These diagrans that |'m showing you are located in the back of the copies if you want to

refer tothem | think | nay have missed -EPA's investigation of the landfill began in QOctober
of 1990. And the investigation, along with a prelimnary feasibility study -- there's a couple
of letters mssing here -- and a Baseline R sk Assessnent was conpleted in May of this year

The investigation consisted of the following. Aerial photographs were revi ewed, and that
was basically to get a chronology of events. Several photographs representing several years from
the past were reviewed to take a ook at the progress of the landfill, when the trenches were
dug and what sequence the trenches were dug, things like that, and to what extent the |andfil
enconpassed.

W conducted a surface geophysical study, which is essentially an el ectronagnetic device
that -- basically, we used the device to determ ne what the extent or the outer limts of the
landfill was. It detects netal, netal objects in the ground, and we just wanted to confirm what
we al ready knew, which was the outer boundaries of this landfill.

W did an air quality survey, which consisted of taking sanples all throughout the surface
of the landfill and wanted to find out if there was any gas escapi ng through the surface and if
that was a potential threat.

There were sone surface soil sanples taken, surface water, sedi ment sanpl es, groundwater
sanpling. W also evaluated the groundwater flow and the geol ogy underneath the landfill to
determine if there were any contami nants escaping fromthe landfill and what direction they
woul d be flowing. There was al so an ecol ogi cal assessnment conducted to deternmine if there were
any inpacts to the local environnent.

These are the nunber of sanples that we collected. As you can see, there are a few surface
soil sanples, surface water. Surface water consisted of both sanples fromthe Muyfield O eek,
fromKey COreek, and also fromponding of water in ditches around the site. That's also true for
the sedinent. Sedinment sanples were collected al ong both creeks and al ong pondi ng ditches.
There were al so groundwat er sanples collected. There are nunerous nonitoring wells that are
l ocated around the perineter of the landfill, both shallow nonitoring wells and deep nonitoring
well's, and a nunber of sanples were coll ected.

There were two sanpling rounds that were conpleted, two different tines of the year, and
that was basically to confirmthe results that we were getting. And as | nentioned, there were
sanples of the air to detect any gases being emtted fromthe landfill. And we had
approxi mately 390 sanples that were collected throughout the top of this landfill.

These are the type of conpounds that we were finding. |In the surface soils, you can see we
found four organic and no inorgani ¢ conpounds, nainly netals and all that. Wen | say nunber of
conmpounds found, |'mtalking about conpounds that were detected and that were determ ned to be

possibly fromthe landfill.

These conpounds were essentially | ooked at, background concentrati ons or existing
standards, EPA standards, and if they exceeded EPA standards, then they were retained as
conmpounds of interest. And if they exceeded background concentrations, they were al so
consi dered conpounds of interest.



So we essentially sanpled for a wide range of conpounds, both netals and organics. And we
went through a screening process to determne or to nore closely | ook at those conpounds that
could potentially be coming fromthe landfill. After the screening process, we essentially
carried these contam nants forward onto the Baseline R sk Assessnent and determ ned their
potential health risks. And as you can see, 12 conpounds were found -12 organic and 12
i norgani ¢ conpounds were found in the groundwater

Essentially, what we found is that there were no significant levels of contamnants in the
shal  ow aqui fer or the deep aquifer. There were no contamnants fromthe landfill found in
Mayfield Oreek or Key Creek. No residential drinking water wells were affected. No |evels of
contam nants were found in surface soil sedinents. And we didn't find any gas being emtted
fromthe landfill. Nothing that would be harnful to human health or to the environnent.

W also found that the plant wells being operated by General Tire were significantly
inmpacting the local groundwater. Those wells are essentially reversing the natural groundwater
flow. The natural groundwater flow is basically towards the northeast, towards Mayfield Creek.
And these wells are basically reversing that groundwater flow and pulling or sucking groundwater
towards the plant.

Pull up this visual again. Essentially, the flow of groundwater is naturally towards
Mayfield Oreek, and Mayfield Creek flows towards the north, so the natural groundwater flowis
essentially towards the northeast. And as you can see, the facility operates six plant wells
|l ocated around the north side of the facility. |It's creating a very significant depression in
the groundwater, and what that does is if there were any contam nants that were escapi ng or
bei ng | eached into the groundwater, they would be getting sucked up into the plant wells. And
again, we're not finding any contaminants in the plant wells at all

Let me show you what the effects of the plant wells are, essentially. W believe that these
plant wells have such a significant effect on the ground water that it's actually sucking water
out of Mayfield CGreek. It's that significant.

That's an inportant point to note. This is basically one of the reasons why we're
proposi ng what we're proposing tonight is the fact that we're not finding anything in the
groundwat er and the fact that these plant wells are operating such that if there were anything
to be released fromthe landfill, the plant wells will capture those.

And the groundwater is the primary nechani smby which the | ocal popul ation would be
affected. The landfill has a cover on it, so there's no direct contact with the waste. So the
only way the contam nant can find its way into the coomunity is through the groundwater, is
t hrough drinki ng contami nated groundwater or comng in contact with contam nated groundwater.
And because these plants wells are operating and because they're significantly affecting the
l ocal groundwater, these contam nants can't escape. They can't escape the power of the wells

Based on the data that we collected during the remedial investigation and the screening of
the contam nants that were found in sone of the nonitoring wells and sone of the nedia that were
sanpl ed, we went on and did an estimate of health risks that nay pose to the | ocal commnity and
to the environnent.

There are basically two ways of looking at health risks. There are carcinogenic risks,
whi ch are essentially conpounds that cause cancer. W | ooked at the risks of contracting cancer
from exposure to those conpounds. And we al so | ooked at noncarci nogeni c risks, nmeani ng exposure
to conpounds that do not cause cancer but that are either toxic or have other adverse health
effects.



W | ooked at both of those types of health risks, and we found that the carcinogenic health
risks are within EPA's acceptable range. It was either bel ow the acceptable range or within it.
Thereby, we have concl uded that the carcinogeni c conpounds do not pose a health threat. And we
didn't find, also, any health threats associated to noncarci nogens. Those health risks were
al so bel ow EPA's acceptable limt. Hand in hand with the health risks, we al so eval uated the
risks to the local environnent, and we found that landfill did not pose arisk to the
environnent or to local wildlife

Based on all that, EPA s proposing tonight to not take any further action at this landfill.
W feel that the landfill, as it exists today under current conditions, does not pose a health
threat and does not inpact the environment. Again based on the data that we collected and based
on the fact that those plant wells are operating, we feel that the plant wells are providing a
significant protection agai nst anything that may be released fromthe landfill. The visua
outlines the basis for our decision and pretty much summari zes the results of the renedia
i nvestigation

| think that pretty nuch covers everything that | want to talk about. Again, EPA's
recommendation is no further action. And by that, we nean the way the landfill exists, you
know, that the conditions at the site as it currently exists are acceptable. W' re not finding
any threats to the environnent. W feel that the plant wells are providing a significant
protection.

If you have any questions, I'lIl be glad to answer themduring the question and answer
period. Don't be shy. If | can't answer them |'msure we can get an answer here for you
tonight. And that's it. | want to pass it back to Harold. O actually, | want to go ahead and

|l et Sue cone up. And she's going to tal k about what's next in the process. Now that we're
pretty nuch conpleted the RI/FS, or the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, and have
concluded that the landfill doesn't pose a threat, what's next? Were do we go fromhere? And
Sue will answer that question for you

M5. MUNGER | have just sone very brief coments to nake. |In situations like this where
the EPA and the State determne that a site is protective of human health and the environnent
based on the renedial investigations that have gone on for the past couple of years, further
remedial action is not appropriate. |In these cases, EPA can delete a site fromthe Nationa
Priorities List if, again, it determines that further response is not required to protect human
heal th

One point | wanted to nake especially this evening is that deletion of the site fromthe
National Priorities List will not preclude its eligibility for later fund-financed or
PRP-financed action. |If it's deternined that the site should be returned to the NPL, for
exanpl e, because we think there may be a threat to human health and the environment in the
future, then it can be reinstated on the NPL w thout ranking again on the Hazard Ranki ng System

And all that neans is, for exanple, if the plant wells stop punping sonetine in the distant
future, the site can be placed back on the National Priorities List in what is essentially an
expedited nmanner. It can get re-ranked very quickly and you don't have to go through what can
sonetimes be a fairly significant tinme period before it's back on the NPL. And that is a quick
version of what we can expect in the future on the site. Are there any questions about del etion
fromthe NPL or anything related to enforcenent activities? 1'll take those now or take those
later.

(No response).

Ckay. I'"Ill turn it back over to Harold. Thanks



MR TAYLOR Again, this is the last part, and we'll get to the question and answer period
I was just going to briefly go over the community relations or participation in the Superfund
Suzanne Durham who is our Community Relations Coordinator for the site for EPA is sick
tonight, so she was unable to attend. | believe you'll see her name on page 6 of the proposed
pl an, her narme and address. And you'll see that we're now conducting a 30-day public coment
period that runs fromJuly the 15th to August the 13th. W'I| accept public coments or witten
comments that we receive that are postnarked by August the 13th, 1993. You can send your
comrents to Suzanne Durham at the address on page 6 of the proposed plan. W're also taking any
verbal comments that you have tonight.

Another thing 1'd like to just point out, the admi nistrative record for the site, whichis
what EPA based its decision on for the proposed plan, is located in the Graves County Library in
Mayfield. It's there. |It's, | guess, about eight volunes of docunents. Any comrents that we
receive tonight or in witing by August the 13th we will respond to in a responsi veness sumary
which will be included in the Record of Decision for the site

Wth that, | think we'll get to probably what you're here for is the questions and answers.
And again, what I'lIl try to do is take any questions that you nay have. Again, please speak
loud and state your name so that the court reporter can get an accurate record of your question
of concern. Address your concern to ne, and I'Il either try to answer it or ask soneone here
toni ght to answer your questions.

So with that, are there any questions? | think |'ve talked to just about everybody but a
fewin the roomtonight already. So -- Tony?

MR SMTH | really don't have a question to answer or anything. | just want to nake a
statenent. |'mTony Snith, and | met with you fol ks, of course, this norning, on the
information that you provided for us on this neeting and also tonight. | feel confident that
the information that you have provided for us, the work that's been done, | feel good about the
site at General Tire. And after listening to the experts, | feel confident that the water

supply, of course, is safe, and | don't have any problens. Thank you
MR TAYLOR  Thank you. Yes, ma'am

M5. AGNEW THOVAS: Julie Agnew Thomas. | have one question. Are the wells at the plant
being nonitored for possible contami nation, or is there any continuing nonitoring going on? |Is
that --

MR TAYLOR (o ahead.

MR YOUNG No, the plant wells are not currently nonitored on a frequent basis. They're
not nonitored at all. W sanpled the wells on two occasions during this investigation and found
both tines that none of the wells contained any contam nants. So essentially, the wells are
punpi ng cl ean water.

If, however, at sone point in the future the wells woul d punp sone contam nated water --
and by "contami nated," | nean basically organic contam nants that woul d probably be in the
water. Like | nentioned before, the water is used as noncontact cooling water, so if the
contam nants get into the plant, they will be essentially destroyed by the high tenperatures
that the water encounters in the plant. And | feel fairly confident that the, you know, that
t hose contam nants woul d be destroyed within the plant and not discharged into Key Creek.

You' ve got to keep in mind also that the landfill conprises just a very snall portion of
the total radius of influence of the plant wells, so the plant wells are punping a lot nore



clean water than they are any contam nated water. That's one of the reasons why we're not
findi ng anyt hi ng.

Anot her inportant point to note is that the plant is supplied by Gty water. So all the
potable water within the facility is supplied by the Gty and not by the plant wells. The plant
wells are strictly used for the manufacturing process and not for drinking. So the enployees
are not exposed to potentially contam nated water fromthe plant wells.

MR TAYLOR  The discharge of that water, of course, is discharged under a permt fromthe
State. O course, they don't nonitor all the tinme for all constituents, but there is nonitoring

that goes on of the discharge of the water fromthe wells.

MR BYRN. Point of information. [|'mArthur Byrn, Mayor of the Gty of Mayfield. The
water -- the drinking water is provided by H ckory Water District, not by the Gty of Muyfield.

MR YOUNG | stand corrected.

MR TAYLOR If there aren't any other questions, | certainly appreciate everyone coning
out tonight. And if you do have anything you'd like to talk to us about while we're
straightening up the room we'll be glad to. Thank you very nuch.

(The hearing was concluded at 7:46 p.m)
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14 REILLY RQAD
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August 11, 1993

M. Nestor Young

North Superfund Renedi al Branch

United States Environnental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, N E

Atlanta, Ceorgia 30365

RE: Ceneral Tire Landfill Superfund Site
Graves County, Kentucky

Dear M. Young:

The Commonweal th of Kentucky Division of Waste Managenent (KDWY has revi ewed t he proposed
plan of action regarding the subject site. Based upon the investigative work conpleted to date
the Commonweal th takes issue with the Environnmental Protection Agency's prelimnary decision to
require no further action at the General Tire site. Qur concerns have been comunicated in
previ ous conmrents on the Renedi al Investigation/Feasibility study and the baseline risk
assessnent. Summarily, our principal concerns are as follows;

1. Site characterization efforts of the landfill were insufficient to provide a basis for
a full assessnent of the feasibility of source treatnent.

2. The occupational, recreational and environnental effects of withdraw ng groundwater
frombeneath the fill and discharging to Key Creek were largely discounted in the risk
assessnent .

3. Cessation of plant production will lead to migration of contam nated groundwater

off-site. This would be a totally unacceptable situation, particularly since the cone
of groundwater influence of the H ckory Water District wells nay enconpass the
landfill.



The KDWM strongly recommends a reconsideration of EPA's no action proposal. W are
committed to working with EPA in resolving our concerns in this natter and wi sh to express our
willingness to dedicate our resources to the maxi numextent practicable in this regard. W feel
it plausible to explore the possibility of the EPA acquiring a coonmtnent from General Tire
to address plant closure or any possible sustained production well shut down scenario and a
conti nued surface and groundwat er nonitoring plan.

Again we urge EPA to reconsider it's %WF¥%Fno acti on%/D%D proposal and reiterate our
willingness to contribute in any way we can. Should EPA find a reconsi deration not workabl e,
the KDWM finds it necessary to take the position of noncurrence. As always, we will be glad to
di scuss the issues with you should you desire.

Si ncerely,

C. Patrick Haight, Director
Kent ucky Division of Waste Managenent

CPH JP/ pkb



UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |V

345 COURTLAND STREET NE
ATLANTA GEORG A 30365

August 24, 1993

C. Patrick Haight, Director
Di vi si on of Waste Managenent
Kent ucky Department for

Envi ronmental Protection
Frankfort O fice Park
18 Reilly Road
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

RE: Ceneral Tire Landfill Superfund Site
Mayfiel d, Graves County, Kentucky

Dear Ms. Haight:

This letter is in response to your correspondence concerni ng EPA' s proposed plan for the Genera
Tire Landfill Superfund Site. EPA has nmade it's recommendation of "no action" after carefu
consideration of the data collected during the renedial investigation, and based on the risk
assessnent perforned. It has never been EPA's position that the site should not be nonitored
long termto nmake certain that the landfill would not adversely inpact human health and the
environnent in the future — especially when the plant wells cease operating. This concernis
clearly stated in the proposed plan fact sheet, which was sent to the Kentucky Division of Waste
Managenent (KDWY and to the local comunity.

EPA bel i eves very strongly that the site does not currently pose a threat to the public or to
the environnent. Since the waste lies below the ground surface in trenches, and your agency
previously required a two foot soil cover over the waste, the only exposure pathway to the
public or to the environnent that nmay reasonably cause an unacceptable risk would be via the
groundwater. The only conclusion that could be reached, based on the results of the
investigation, is that the plant wells are, and have been, mtigating any groundwater problens
that may have been produced by the landfill. The investigation shows that the groundwater poses
no unacceptable risk to the public or to the environnent.

The Conprehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) allows EPA to
take any necessary action consistent with the National Contingency Plan (NCP) to protect the
public health or welfare, or environnent from any hazardous substance rel ease or substantia
threat of a release. There is currently no evidence to show that a potential for a future

rel ease fromthe landfill when the plant wells shut down nmay endanger the public or the
environnent. Therefore, since there exists no current or future substantial endangernent to the
public or environnent, fromany release or threatened rel ease, the EPA has no authority (under
CERCLA) to enforce a renedial action at this site.

This conplicated i ssue was brought to your staff's attention over a year ago, when the first
draft of the renedial investigation report and baseline risk assessnent was submtted for
review At that time EPA acknow edged a concern for the future of the site, but based on the
results of the investigation, and specifically the baseline risk assessnment, EPA could not
enforce an action to protect the public health without a basis for inplenenting such an action



EPA believes that the long termnonitoring of the site would be nore appropriately addressed
t hrough the Commonweal th of Kentucky solid waste regul ations, particularly since the |andfil
has not yet been granted final closure by your agency.

Prior to the proposed plan public neeting on July 29, 1993, EPA, and M. Rick Hogan and M.
Larry Moscoe of KDWM nmet with representatives of General Tire. During this neeting General Tire
verbally agreed to inplenenting a long termnonitoring plan that woul d be acceptable to KDWM
General Tire committed to submitting this plan to your staff in the near future

On several occasions during the devel opnent of the RI Report and Ri sk Assessnent Report, EPA and
your staff have di scussed the Commonweal th's concerns, and on one occasion your staff had an
opportunity to communi cate these concerns directly to General Tire and their consultant. EPA
beli eves that nost of these issues have been adequately addressed in the submttal docunents,
and perhaps a better understanding of the issues fromEPA s perspective nay bring us closer to
an agreenent about the proposed plan. The following narrative is provided to specifically
address your principal concerns, enunerated in your letter

1. Site characterization efforts of the landfill were insufficient to provide a basis for a
full assessnent of the feasibility of source treatnent.

EPA response: Site characterization typically involves collecting environnmental sanples from
every nedia that nay be inpacted by the site to devel op an understandi ng of the problens
associated with the site, and subsequently devel op appropriate renedial alternatives. At the
General Tire Landfill, every environnental nedia was sanpl ed except for the subsurface soils.
Since a conplete inventory of the waste placed in the landfill was provided by General Tire, the
need for a subsurface soil sanple was not necessary.

Knowi ng the types and quantities of hazardous substances di sposed of was sufficient to determne
the potential environnental problens attributable to those constituents and determ ne possible
treatnent alternatives to be considered in the feasibility study. Additionally, nonitoring
well's positioned around the landfill were used to determine the "leachability" of the waste or

m gration of contam nants through the groundwater.

Cont ami nati on of subsurface soils at this site would have been likely caused by |atera

mgration of the contam nants through the side walls of the trenches. If we assune that this
scenari o has occurred, the consequences of |eaving contam nated subsurface soil in place would
not be worse than the consequences of |eaving the waste in place, since the exposure pathway
(groundwater) is the sane in both instances. The fact that the soils surrounding the waste nay
be contam nated is not a concern as long as there is no exposure pathway associated with those
contam nants. Therefore, there is no informational value gained by sanpling subsurface soils in
this case.

EPA bel i eves that a conplete site characterization of the site was conducted, and that the data
gathered is sufficient to fornul ate our decision

2. The occupational, recreational and environnental effects of withdrawi ng groundwater from
beneath the fill and discharging to Key Creek were largely discounted in the risk assessnent.

EPA response: Goundwater is punped by six plant wells into the General Tire facility, where it
is used as non-contact water for the cooling and hydraulic system and as boiler nake-up for the
power house. After the water is utilized in the facility it is discharged into Key C eek through
si x approved KYPDES outfalls. Key Creek is an intermittent streamthat flows mainly in response
to the General Tire discharge. Key Creek then discharges into Mayfield Creek. The followi ng

points should clarify your evaluation of the risks associated with exposure to groundwater being



punped into the facility and subsequently di scharged into Key Creek.
i) Cccupational Exposure

The only tine enployees of the facility would be exposed to the extracted groundwater is when
mai ntenance i s being perfornmed on the closed | oop systemcontaining the water. Potable water at
the facility is provided by the Hckory Water District nmunicipal wells -- not the plant wells

The plant wells were sanpled on two separate occasions during the investigation. Both sets of
results for each well indicates that none of the constituents of interest are present in
groundwat er being punped to the plant. Therefore, under current site conditions, the

occupati onal exposure scenario is not considered to be reasonable (since there are no

contam nants to be exposed to). However, since sonme constituents of interest were present in
the shal |l ow aqui fer and since these contam nants would be captured by the wells, a future dernal
exposure pathway was nonet hel ess considered in the risk assessnent.

ii) Recreational and Environnental Exposure

Al t hough recreational use of Key Creek was not specifically addressed, current use and future no
action scenarios for recreational use of Mayfield Creek was considered in the risk assessnent.
Additionally, an aquatic assessnent was conducted on Mayfield Creek where it was expected that
ecol ogi cal inmpacts woul d have been observed. Sanple |ocations up-gradient and down-gradi ent of
the confluence of Mayfield and Key Creeks were used. Since Key Creek is an intermttent stream
which flows mainly because of General Tire's discharge, it is not reasonable to assune that the
creek woul d be used recreationally or that it would support the types of organi sns needed to
determine chronic toxicity effects. Mreover, as nentioned above, analytical results of the
groundwat er entering the facility did not show the presence of any contaminants of interest --
the results were all below detectable limts.

iii) Hydrol ogy

The plant wells are producing a significant hydraulic gradi ent enconpassing the entire |andfil
area. This gradient is so significant that both Mayfield and Key Creeks are recharging the

shal  ow aqui fer, and the plant wells have reversed the natural groundwater flow direction in the
surrounding area. The plant wells extract groundwater fromthe deeper Tallahatta aquifer, which
was found to contain very few contam nants of interest (no organi ¢ conpounds).

As mentioned before, water sanples fromeach of the six plant wells were collected and anal yzed
The results showed no detectabl e concentrations of any contaminants of interest. This result is
not surprising since the data shows that the Tallahatta aquifer beneath the landfill has not
been significantly inpacted, and since the influence of the plant wells extends radially outward
in all directions and therefore captures proportionately nore "clean water" than "contam nated
wat er".

In summary, the risks associated with exposure to groundwater being punped to the facility and
di scharged to Key Creek are insignificant since there are no contamnants in the water fromthe
landfill to be exposed to

3. Cessation of plant production will lead to mgration of contam nated groundwater off-site
This would be a totally unacceptable situation, particularly since the cone of groundwater
influence of the Hckory Water District wells nay enconpass the landfill.

EPA Response: The future condition of the groundwater at the site when the plant wells shut
down is an issue that al so concerns EPA. However, there is currently no way to determine if



there woul d be a groundwater problemin the future or that the health and environnental risks
woul d be unacceptable. At this tinme EPA can only recommend that a future evaluation of the
groundwat er be conducted when the plant wells cease operating. |f and when new i nfornation
indicates that the site poses an unacceptable risk to the public or to the environnent, EPA is
committed to re-evaluating the site for possible actions under the authority of CERCLA and the
NCP. According to the NCP (40 CFR [Para] 300.425(e)(3)) "All releases deleted fromthe NPL are
eligible for further Fund-financed remedi al actions should future conditions warrant such
action. Wenever, there is a significant release froma site deleted fromthe NPL, the site
shall be restored to the NPL wi thout application of the HRS."

Finally, your suggestion to acquire a commtnent from General Tire to shut down the plant wells
for period of time to study the groundwater under that scenario is not feasible for nunerous
practical reasons. For instance, shutting down the plant wells will effectively shut down the
plant, and it is estimated that it would take a substantial period of tine for the groundwater
toreach it's natural equilibriumstate. As nmentioned previously, Ceneral Tire has conmitted to
inplenenting a long termnonitoring plan and address groundwater issues when the plant wells are
shut down in the future. EPA has strongly encouraged General Tire to cooperate with KDWY and
address these long termconcerns. EPA believes that KDMis in a better position to enforce
long termnonitoring of the site since final closure of the landfill has not been granted, and
as stated earlier, EPA has no authority under CERCLA to issue an enforcenent action at this
site.

Regretfully, | nmust advise you that EPA's position has not changed. Qur "no action" proposal is
not notivated by a lack of willingness to inplement a long termsolution, but rather, it is a
position we nust accept based on our understandi ng of the conditions at the site. EPA cannot
recommend a renedial action for future site conditions wi thout supporting data to indicate that
such actions are warranted.

After your careful review of this letter, we would Iike to suggest a nmeeting with you and your
staff to discuss these issues further and hopefully reach an agreenent or develop a better
under st andi ng of our respective positions. W are currently conpleting the first draft of the
Record of Decision. Qur intention is to issue a decision docunent that would in no way inhibit
your agency frominitiating any enforcenent action in the future

Pl ease call nme at your earliest convenience to schedule the neeting if you feel it would be
beneficial. W would be glad to neet in Frankfort at your office

Si ncerely,

Nest or Young

Renmedi al Proj ect Manager

Kent ucky/ Tennessee Secti on
North Superfund Renedi al Branch

pc: Harold Taylor, EPA
R ck Hogan, KDWV



